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PER CURI AM

Andrew Ri ver a appeal s his sentence after aguilty plea to pos-
sessionwithintent todistribute crack cocai ne and di stri bution of
crack cocaine, in violation of 21 U S.C A 8 841(a)(1) (Wst 1981
& Supp. 1996), and 18 U. S.C. §8 2 (1994). Rivera' s attorney has
filed a brief inaccordance with Anders v. California, 386 U. S. 738

(1967), contending that the district court inproperly calcul ated
Rivera's sentence but concluding that there are no neritorious
grounds for appeal. Rivera was notified of hisright tofile a sup-
pl enmental brief, but he failed to do so. W affirm

In accordance with the requirenents of Anders, we have exam
ined the entire record and find no neritorious issues for appeal.
Ri vera did not object to the calculation of his sentence in the
district court. W find no plain error in this case because
Ri vera's gui deline range was properly cal cul ated pursuant to the

Uni ted St at es Sent enci ng Conm ssi on, Gui delines Manual (Nov. 1994).

Accordingly, we affirm This court requires that counsel
informhis client, inwiting, of hisright to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review |If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentati on. Counsel's notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W di spense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are



adequately presentedinthe nmaterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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